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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Maximizing and Satisficing
The freedom of choice has become deeply ingrained in our social fabric. For decades,
psychological researchers have advocated the benefits of providing choice: it enhances feelings of
autonomy and freedom (Roets, Schwartz, & Guan, 2012), promotes one‘s sense of personal control
(Rotter, 1996; Taylor, 1989; Taylor & Brown, 1988), and increases feelings of intrinsic motivation
(deCharms, 1968; Deci, 1981; Deci & Ryan, 1985). More recently, however, the decision-making
literature has undergone a shift in perspective: increased choice may actually be detrimental and
unappealing for some decision-makers. Indeed, studies conducted by Iyengar and Lepper (1999, 2000)
found that those provided with fewer options in a decision-making task derived greater satisfaction from
their decision outcomes.
Rational choice theory is a well-established tenet in economics that rests on the assumption that
people are rational agents. Armed with complete information about their choices, rational individuals will
always choose the option that maximizes their utility. These ―maximizers‖ approach decision-making
with the goal of achieving the best possible decision outcome. In order to accomplish this, they are willing
to engage in an exhaustive search of all possible options, investing substantial time and effort in the
decision process (Iyengar, Wells, & Schwartz, 2006). However, behavioral economists contend that the
assumption of ―complete information‖ in decision-making is unrealistic and that human beings often
violate the principles of rational choice theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979, 1984).
More than half a century ago, Herbert Simon (1955, 1956) introduced a theory that addressed the
limitations of human cognition as well as environmental complexities in the decision-making process. He
argued that the goal of utility maximization, as stipulated by rational choice theory, is nearly impossible
to achieve in real life. Rather than maximize, people often ―satisfice‖ when making decisions. Satisficers
have an internal threshold of acceptability against which they evaluate options, and will choose a decision
outcome when it crosses this threshold. Therefore, satisficers are content to settle for a ―good enough‖
option—not necessarily the very best outcome in all respects.
More recently, Schwartz and his colleagues (2002) characterized this tendency to maximize or
satisfice into an individual, psychological trait. They developed a 13-item Maximization Scale in order to
assess an individual‘s tendency to seek optimality in decision-making, testing facets related to alternative
search, decision difficulty, and high standards (Roets et al., 2012). Compared to satisficers, maximizing
individuals are more likely to experience lower levels of happiness, life satisfaction, optimism, and selfesteem. In addition, maximizing tendencies were shown to have significant, positive correlations with
regret, perfectionism, and depression (Schwartz et al., 2002). Despite their high-effort decision-making
process, maximizers are less satisfied with their final decision outcomes than satisficers.
The negative affect experienced by maximizers can be attributed to the presence and proliferation
of choices in the decision-making process. In order to determine their optimal decision outcome,
maximizers feel compelled to examine each and every alternative available, which is often infeasible in
reality due to the limitations in human cognition (Roets et al., 2012). For maximizers, the excess of
options becomes problematic for several reasons. First, it grows increasingly difficult to collect and
process the information necessary to construct an informed, complete set of options. Second, choice
proliferation makes it more difficult to correctly identify the ―best‖ outcome on an objective basis. This
1

forces maximizers to rely on external sources of information to evaluate their options (Iyengar et al.,
2006). In fact, maximizing individuals are more likely to engage in upward social comparisons in order to
gauge the optimality of their decisions. This encourages counterproductive thinking about ―what might
have been‖, which perpetuates feelings of regret (Schwartz et al., 2002).
Third, as the number of available choices increase, a maximizer‘s standards of an acceptable
outcome inflates correspondingly. Given the practical constraints on conducting an exhaustive search, a
maximizer‘s high expectations inevitably lead to disappointment and dissatisfaction with his final
decision. Fourth, maximizers may be more likely to attribute failures or poor decisions to personal
shortcomings rather than situational limitations and environmental complexities. This depressogenic way
of thinking causes maximizing individuals to have lower self-esteem than their satisficing counterparts
(Schwartz et al., 2002; Polman, 2010).
Finally, more choices imply a higher probability that an individual will make a non-optimal
decision. This can indirectly undermine the satisfaction a maximizer derives from his actual choice
(Schwartz et al., 2002; Polman, 2010). As Roets et al. argue, ―there is always the possibility that there is a
better option ‗out there‘, and failing to find it means a failure to optimize personal satisfaction‖ (Roets et
al., 2012). Most recently, Sparks and her colleagues (2012) found that maximizers are more reluctant to
commit to their choices. Their reticence to commit robs them of critical, post-decision psychological
processes, such as dissonance reduction and rationalization (Sparks, Ehrlinger, & Eibach, 2012).
Ultimately, this leaves maximizing individuals feeling less satisfied with their decision outcomes.
The presence of choice contributes to the heightened feelings of regret, unrealistic expectations,
and high opportunity costs suffered by maximizers. Satisficers, on the other hand, undergo a
fundamentally different, decision-making process. With modest standards for what constitutes an
acceptable decision outcome, a satisficing individual does not require a complete information set when
making his decisions. Several options may fall within a satisficer‘s threshold for acceptability, providing
greater flexibility and latitude in achieving a desired decision outcome. As soon as he encounters a ―good
enough‖ option, the satisficer can easily ignore the addition of new choices to the decision domain.
Therefore, a satisficer is less likely to experience regret even if a better option presents itself after a
decision has already been made (Schwartz et al., 2002).
Given all this, are maximizers rewarded for their troubles by achieving better decision outcomes?
Does their high-effort decision-making process result in better decision quality? Iyengar et al. (2006)
found that recent college graduates with high maximizing tendencies accepted jobs that paid 20% higher
starting salaries than their satisficing peers. Despite higher salaries, however, these maximizing students
were less satisfied with the jobs they obtained. They also experienced more negative affect both during
and after the job search process (Iyengar et al., 2006). When compared to satisficers, it appears that
maximizing individuals generally achieve better outcomes objectively, but perceive them to be worse
subjectively for the reasons discussed above (Schwartz et al., 2002; Iyengar et al., 2006).
However, this view has been openly debated in the decision-making literature. Parker, Bruine de
Bruin, and Fischhoff (2007) found that self-reported maximizers are more likely to use maladaptive
decision-making styles. A tendency to maximize results in less behavioral coping, greater dependence on
others for information, increased interpersonal comparisons, avoidance of decision-making in order to
search for more information, and more acute feelings of regret (Parker et al., 2007). These findings were
consistent with those of Bruine de Bruin et al. (2007): individuals who scored highly on Schwartz‘s
Maximization Scale were poorer decision makers when measured by the Decision-Making Competence
survey and self-reported Decision Outcomes Inventory (Bruine de Bruin, Parker, & Fischhoff, 2007).
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Contrary to intuition, maximizers are also more likely to engage in spontaneous decision-making (Parker
et al., 2007). Overall, satisficing individuals achieved better decision outcomes (cf. Iyengar et al., 2006).
The academic literature on maximizing and satisficing behaviors is still relatively nascent. Most of
the current research focuses on the relationship between maximization and various affective states, as well
as the construct validity of maximization scales. Presently, it is still unclear whether maximizers or
satisficers achieve objectively better, decision outcomes. Researchers treat these two approaches to
decision-making as global characteristics at the individual level. However, it is possible that maximizing
and satisficing are learned behaviors designed specifically for decision-making tasks.
1.2. Team Effectiveness
In the past half-century, organizational psychologists have produced extensive research on work
groups and teams. A team can be defined by the following six criteria (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006):
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Two or more individuals;
Individuals on the team interact socially (face-to-face or virtually);
They work together on organizationally relevant tasks;
Members are interdependent with respect to goals, outcomes, and workflow;
They take on different roles and responsibilities;
The group is embedded in a larger organizational system, with linkages to the broader task
environment.

The literature on team effectiveness is based on the input-process-output (I-P-O) model proposed
by McGrath (1964). In this framework, the contributions of individuals and teams within the organization
are defined as inputs. Processes refer to the activities of decision-making that mediate the translation of
inputs into outcomes (Gladstein, 1984). As team members interact and work together, these processes
develop over time as ―emergent states‖ (Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001). A team‘s effectiveness can
be judged by its outputs: performance evaluated by individuals external and relevant to the team, the
meeting of team-member needs, and whether team members are willing to remain on the team (Hackman,
1987; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006).
Hackman (1987) developed a normative model for group effectiveness that uses the I-P-O model
as a basis for analyzing group behavior and team performance. He proposed that team effectiveness is a
function of three critical process criteria: a) the knowledge and skillset each team member contributes to
the team; b) the degree of alignment between tasks and performance strategies used by team members;
and c) the team‘s overall level of effort. By pulling on the levers of team design, organizational context,
and work process, teams can be managed in a way that maximizes effectiveness and boosts performance
(Hackman, 1987; Campion, Medsker, & Higgs, 1993; Campion, Papper, & Medsker, 1996).
The factors underlying team effectiveness are rooted in the processes that mediate the
transformation of inputs into outputs (McGrath, 1964; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). During the past decade,
scholars have developed a new conceptualization of team processes and effectiveness that is dynamic in
nature—an extension and refinement of the original I-P-O model. Within this new framework, teams are
embedded in a multilevel system with individual, team, and organizational components. The
organization‘s overall task environment is ever-changing and teams must adapt to shifting demands.
Linkages between teams and the encompassing organizational context are taken into account, as are taskrelevant processes and temporal dynamics (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). Thus, team processes and
effectiveness are characterized as emergent phenomena that not only evolve within a team‘s task and
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social contexts, but also interact with the larger organizational or environmental context (Kozlowski &
Ilgen, 2006; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; Arrow, McGrath, & Berdahl, 2000; Kozlowski, Gully, Nason, &
Smith, 1999; Ilgen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005; Marks et al, 2001; Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh,
Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1996)
1.3. The Present Research
Teams have become nearly ubiquitous in modern-day organizations. Companies increasingly rely
on teams and work groups to develop initiatives, advance organizational goals, and shape workplace
culture. Critical to the success of teams are their decision-making processes and the outcomes achieved.
The existing literature has been devoted to studying how maximizing and satisficing tendencies influence
an individual‘s decision-making behavior and affect. However, little is currently known about how
maximizers and satisficers make decisions in a team setting.
Our goal is to study the relationship between maximizing-satisficing behaviors and team
effectiveness. Using the I-P-O model, we evaluate a team‘s effectiveness based on its outputs or
outcomes. Accordingly, we define the first facet of team effectiveness to be the quality and accuracy of
decision outcomes. The second component describes whether the individual needs of team members are
being met, which includes member satisfaction, team morale, and commitment to the group. The third
factor of team effectiveness is future viability: the willingness of members to remain on the team and
work together in the future. We designed a study to answer the following question: does the composition
of maximizers and satisficers on a team influence the group‘s decision-making behavior and process?
More specifically, does team composition affect the team‘s decision quality, satisfaction levels, and future
viability?
Different theories make conflicting predictions about the benefits of similarity versus
complementarity in teams. A highly homogenous team is likely to exhibit high cohesion and low
relationship conflict, whereas highly diverse teams may be less vulnerable to groupthink. A team
comprised entirely of maximizers is likely to exhibit reduced team satisfaction as well as delayed
decision-making and longer deliberation time. Conversely, satisficing teams may suffer from insufficient
analysis during the decision-making process, which could decrease decision quality. Teams that exhibit
high satisficing tendencies will likely experience higher levels of team morale and satisfaction.
The insights gained from this study may have significant practical importance. Our findings could
help managers and organizational stakeholders design more effective teams and improve team decisionmaking processes based on the decision-making styles of individual members.
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2. METHOD

2.1. Participants
Subjects were recruited for this study through the Wharton Behavioral Lab (WBL) at the
University of Pennsylvania. The WBL used its online registration portal to recruit 244 people, of which
226 participated in this study. Each subject earned $10 for their participation. During the first two days of
the study, we encountered significant issues related to timing the decision-making task, which rendered
the data inadmissible. Our subsequent analysis therefore only includes the data collected in the last three
days of the study. A total of 132 people participated, of which 87.1% were undergraduate students. The
remaining 12.9% of subjects was comprised of graduate students, faculty, staff, and others. Of this
sample, 32.6% were male. The median age of participants was 21 with a range of 18 to 40 years old. With
the exception of five individuals, everyone who participated in this study was affiliated with the
University of Pennsylvania.
2.2. Materials and Procedure
When characterized as a psychological trait, maximizing-satisficing can be viewed on three levels:
global, contextual, or situational (Vallerand, 1997). In this study, we focus on the contextual level, which
describes how a person‘s decision-making orientation applies to a specific life domain—in this case, on a
team in a work-related environment. Teams of two people (―dyads‖) were given the decision-making task
of hiring a job candidate. The absence of coalitions and other interaction complexities make dyadic teams
easier to observe. However, dyads exhibit the same, underlying work processes critical to team
effectiveness as larger-sized teams. Subjects were randomly assigned to a dyad. Each dyad belonged to
one of four conditions representing our manipulation of team composition: 1) two maximizers (MM); 2)
two satisficers (SS); 3) mixed, consisting of one maximizer and one satisficer (MS); and 4) control group
(CC). Decision-making orientations were privately assigned to participants, who had no knowledge of
their partners‘ orientations.
Subjects assigned to the first three conditions were primed to emulate either maximizing or
satisficing behaviors. To achieve this, we adopted the approach used by Grant, Gino, and Hofmann
(2011). We primed subjects to imitate maximizing behaviors by having them read a summary of why
maximizing is beneficial in decision-making as well as a description of what a maximizing decisionmaking process entails. Afterwards, subjects wrote short paragraphs about a time they engaged in
maximizing behaviors that ultimately led them to a successful decision outcome. Subjects who were
assigned satisficing roles were asked to perform a similar exercise. In order to enhance the effectiveness
of the priming exercise, subjects were given one minute afterwards to relax and reflect on what they had
read and written. The priming exercise was omitted for subjects in the control group.
In addition to assigning decision-making styles, we collected information about each participant‘s
intrinsic tendency towards maximizing or satisficing. At the beginning of the study, all subjects
completed a survey with items borrowed from Schwartz‘s Maximization Scale (Schwartz et al., 2002).
Each item was rated on a scale from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree). All subjects
completed this survey and their priming exercises (if assigned) independently, prior to meeting their
partners.
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For the decision-making task, we adapted materials from the Insight Enterprise Software case
prepared by David Hofmann (University of North Carolina) and Randall Peterson (London Business
School). Given the profiles of three job candidates, participants must decide whom they should promote
to the CFO position in a traditional organization structure. Because the case was originally prepared for
five participants, we modified the materials to accommodate only two decision-makers. This case also
contained a hidden profile, in which some of the information is shared across all participants, whereas
other information is known by only one individual prior to a group discussion. When the candidate
profiles are read independently, one version favors the hiring of Dana while the other prefers Pat. When
all information is shared and compiled, however, the completed profiles indicate that the third candidate,
Terry, is actually the best person for the job. This aspect of the Insight case was preserved for this study.
A hidden profile task could make the differences in decision-making process between maximizers and
satisficers particularly clear. For example, a group of satisficers may be more likely to focus on the shared
information, whereas maximizers might engage in an exhaustive discussion in order to unearth unique
information.
Subjects were randomly assigned one of the two decision-making roles. Unaware of the hidden
profile, participants were given 10 minutes to read and take handwritten notes on the candidates‘
qualifications. Each participant then made an independent hiring decision based solely on their version of
the candidate profiles. At this point, subjects met their partners in person for the first time. Each dyad was
asked to deliberate until it reached a unanimous hiring decision. To ensure the integrity of discussions,
dyads were required to discuss the case materials for a minimum of 7 minutes. Beyond this, teams could
take as long as they needed to make a decision. Each team‘s final hiring decision was recorded, along
with the amount of time it took them to reach consensus.
Dyads were disbanded upon completion of the Insight decision-making task. We then asked
participants to complete a 30-question Post-Experimental Questionnaire (PEQ), with questions adapted
from Jehn and Shah (1997). Subjects self-reported on items regarding decision speed and quality, team
cohesion and conflict, team satisfaction, future viability, and post-decision emotions.
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3. HYPOTHESES

The existing literature presents conflicting views on whether maximizing or satisficing individuals
achieve better decision outcomes. As an objective measure of dyad performance, decision quality
represents our first criteria of team effectiveness. When a team discusses the candidate profiles together in
person, they should eventually realize that both team members were given different information.
Individual maximizers are more willing to expend extra resources, such as time and effort, in order to
determine the best decision outcome. We thus expect maximizing dyads to use more care and time to
uncover the complete profiles of candidate qualifications. Furthermore, prior to team discussion,
individual members are more inclined to favor either Dana or Pat. In order to reach a unanimous team
decision, members of maximizing dyads are more likely to discuss the pros and cons of the job candidates
in a thorough, comprehensive manner in order to reconcile these opposing views. Through this process,
we predict that maximizing teams will achieve higher-quality team decisions—accurately hiring Terry,
regardless of initial decisions made individually.
Hypothesis 1a. Maximizing dyads will achieve better decision outcomes.
Hypothesis 1b. In order to consider more options and make better decisions,
maximizing dyads will spend more time in discussion.
Maximizers are more susceptible to escalation of commitment, a term coined by Barry Staw in
1976 to describe a decision-maker‘s tendency to ―throw good money after bad‖ (Staw, 1976; Garland,
1990). That is, when the resources committed to an initial course of action yield undesirable results, the
decision-maker increases his investment in his original decision, rather than withdrawing or changing
course. He essentially commits to a losing position, even after he has learned that the costs of his original
decision outweigh the benefits, at this point and into the future (Moon, 2001). Researchers describe this
tendency as the ―sunk-cost fallacy‖: the individual believes that the only way to recover his sunk costs is
to ―fix‖ the original situation by spending more resources to obtain the desired outcome. Instead of
changing his behavior upon encountering negative consequences, the decision-maker defies rationality by
cognitively distorting the negative outcomes into more positive ones (Staw, 1976). The likelihood of
escalation of commitment occurring is influenced by project, psychological, social, and organizational
determinants (Ross & Staw, 1993).
In this study, individuals are first asked to submit their independent hiring decisions, prior to
meeting their partners. Made with partial information, these individual hiring decisions are likely to be
incorrect. Because maximizers are more prone to experiencing escalation of commitment, they are more
likely to stick to their original decision, even after realizing that their partners have new and unique
information about the job candidates. Once committed, maximizing individuals may be less open towards
changing their independent decisions at the dyadic level.
Hypothesis 2: Maximizing dyads are less likely to change their decisions
from the individual level to the team level, despite increased information.
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The other two criteria of team effectiveness are member satisfaction and team viability. To study
this, we extrapolate the impact of maximizing-satisficing on affect felt by individuals to the team level.
Affective states develop in teams through three general processes: the attraction-selection-attrition model
(ASA), emotional contagion, and contextual conditions (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). Emotional contagion,
a bottom-up process, is perhaps the most applicable to our study. Contagion occurs when one individual‘s
moods and emotions are transferred to other proximal, team members (Kelly & Barsade, 2001). Schwartz
and his colleagues (2002) have already shown that maximizing individuals experience more negative
affect during and after the decision-making process, while satisficers enjoy higher levels of satisfaction.
Thus, this positive or negative affectivity may transfer from one member to the other, and impact the
collective affect felt by the dyad. Our manipulation of team composition may allow us to observe this
process of emotional contagion more clearly.
Hypothesis 3a. A satisficing dyad will experience a greater level of satisfaction
about its final decision outcome.
Hypothesis 3b. Post-decision, a maximizing dyad will feel more regret.
For satisficing dyads, higher levels of satisfaction about their decision outcomes may extend and
translate into stronger satisfaction about their overall team experiences. Compared to maximizers and
their impossibly high standards for decision-making excellence, satisficers use far less rigid standards to
evaluate the desirability of their options. As a result, satisficing dyads may experience less team conflict,
foster a more open and collaborative environment for discussion, and exhibit a greater degree of
agreeableness in their group dynamics. This, coupled with the positive affect associated with the decision
outcome, could engender a stronger sense of team commitment and future viability in satisficing dyads.
Hypothesis 4. Satisficing dyads experience greater team satisfaction.
Hypothesis 5. Satisficing dyads feel a stronger commitment to their teams.
Members are more likely to want to work with each other in the future.
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4. RESULTS

4.1. Decision Quality
We used a contingency table and chi-square analysis to determine if a significant relationship
existed between team composition and decision quality. Contrary to Hypothesis 1a, satisficing dyads
made the correct hiring decision 68.8% of the time, compared to 47.1% by maximizing dyads (see
Appendix 1). However, this result was statistically insignificant at the 95% confidence interval (p =
0.341). We observed that the cross-tabulation results for the control group (CC) and mixed teams (MS)
were nearly identical. Therefore, both conditions can be treated as control groups. In subsequent analyses,
we filter out all teams belonging to the mixed and control group conditions (unless otherwise stated) to
better observe the effects of pure maximizing and satisficing teams.
When we reran the above analysis on pure maximizing (MM) and satisficing (SS) teams, the pvalue returned by the Pearson chi-square test nearly achieves statistical significance (p = 0.075). Overall,
we cannot conclusively accept Hypothesis 1a. These results imply that the higher-quality hiring decisions
made by satisficing dyads can only be attributed to random chance, rather than our experimental
manipulation of team composition (see Appendix 2).
4.2. Intrinsic Orientation as a Moderator
To determine their intrinsic decision-making styles, all participants were required to complete the
Schwartz Maximization Scale survey. Subjects rated themselves from 1 (completely disagree) to 7
(completely agree). After administering this survey to thousands of subjects, Schwartz found that
individuals who scored an average rating greater than 4 were considered to be maximizers. The top third
of subjects scored higher than 4.75, and the bottom third scored lower than 3.25 (Schwartz, 2004).
Our pool of 132 subjects intrinsically favored maximizing as a decision-making orientation (M =
4.567, SD = 0.749). On average, maximizing dyads scored highest on the Schwartz scale (M = 4.692, SD
= 0.704), followed by control groups (M = 4.606, SD = 0.773) and satisficing dyads (M = 4.541, SD =
0.779). Mixed teams scored the lowest on average (M = 4.429, SD = 0.759). Scores across all participants
ranged from 3.00 to 6.62 (see Appendix 3).
Given this, we were interested in whether the intrinsic, decision-making orientations of individuals
contributed as a moderating process in the relationship between team composition and decision quality.
Using the approach developed by Aiken and West (1991), we analyzed the interaction effects between a
dyad‘s composition (primed) and the Schwartz scores of its individual members (intrinsic). We used a
binary logistic regression to determine if these effects significantly influenced the accuracy of hiring
decisions (see Appendices 4 and 5). We ran regressions on all teams as well as filtered teams (pure
maximizing and satisficing dyads). In both cases, the interaction terms did not contribute significantly to
the main effects model, implying that an individual‘s innate, decision-making orientation did not act as a
moderator variable.
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4.3. Openness to Change
To test Hypothesis 2, we characterized the tendency of escalating commitment into the construct,
―Openness to Change‖, which is represented by two variables: Net Decision Change and Positive
Decision Change. Net Decision Change describes the directional change of a team‘s decision from its
members‘ individual decisions. If a participant correctly chose to hire Terry in her individual decision, but
changed her answer to an incorrect candidate (Dana or Pat) for the team decision, this participant received
a Net Decision Change score of -1. Conversely, if an individual changed an incorrect, independent
decision into a correct, team decision, her Net Decision Change score was +1. We coded no change with a
score of 0. Similarly, the Positive Decision Change variable assigns +1 to those who made a favorable
decision change, equivalent to a Net Decision Change score of +1. All other situations were coded with 0.
We treated Openness to Change as a potential mediator in the relationship between team
composition and decision quality. We used Baron and Kenny‘s test for mediation (1986) in the following
analysis.

First, we wanted to determine if variations in team composition would significantly affect the
openness to change exhibited by teams (Path A). Again, we used contingency tables and the Pearson chisquare test (see Appendices 6 and 7). Cross-tabulating filtered team composition against Net Decision
Change and Positive Decision Change respectively, we observed that satisficing individuals made a
favorable decision change in a positive direction more frequently compared to maximizers (SS = 11 vs.
MM = 7, respectively). On the other hand, maximizers were more likely to negatively alter their decisions
(MM = 7 vs. SS = 4) or stubbornly refuse to modify individual decisions (MM = 20 vs. SS = 17). While
these data appear to support Hypothesis 2, our chi-square tests indicate statistical insignificance for both
the Net Decision Change and Positive Decision Change variables (p = 0.388 and p = 0.209, respectively).
To further test this, we ran a binary logistic regression to determine if changes in team
composition (the covariate) significantly affected levels of Positive Decision Change (see Appendix 8).
That is, are satisficers more likely to make a favorable decision change when new information is
presented during the team discussion? Adding the team composition variable to the model reduced the -2
Log Likelihood statistic by 75.758 (df = 1), but was statistically insignificant (p = 0.208). The odds that a
satisficing dyad will make a positive decision change is 2.02 times the odds of a maximizing dyad (B =
0.703, exp(B) = 2.020). However, this was statistically insignificant as well (p = 0.213).
Since varying the team composition failed to account for differences in Openness to Change, the
latter could not be a mediating process between team composition and decision quality. Thus, we reject
Openness to Change as a valid mediator and Hypothesis 2.

10

4.4. Effects of Time
We recorded the amount of time required by each dyad to reach a unanimous, hiring decision. We
expected maximizing dyads to spend more time uncovering and discussing the qualifications of job
candidates in the hidden profile task. We used an independent samples t-test to determine whether the
time required for a team decision differed significantly based on team composition (see Appendix 9).
Maximizing dyads spent more time discussing the candidates‘ profiles before reaching a unanimous, team
decision (M = 8.091, SD = 1.311), compared to satisficing dyads (M = 7.478, SD = 0.882). This result
was statistically significant at the 95% confidence interval (p = 0.029), which partially validates
Hypothesis 1b.
As discussed earlier, there is no significant relationship between team composition and the
accuracy of hiring decisions made by dyads. However, does team composition indirectly affect decision
quality? That is, does the amount of time spent deliberating options influence the accuracy of hiring
decisions? Using a point bi-serial correlation test, we found that time and team decisions were not
correlated in a statistically significant way (r = 0.074, p = 0.557, see Appendix 10). We also ran a binary
logistic regression with team decision as the dependent variable, and the following covariates: team
composition, time, and an interaction term between both variables (see Appendices 11 and 12). However,
these predictors did not identify statistically significant relationships. Thus, time is neither correlated nor
predictive of decision quality for our dyads.
These combined findings suggest that while team composition influences the amount of time a
team spends in the decision-making process, the amount of time expended does not actually affect the
accuracy of decisions. More specifically, the extra time that maximizing dyads spent conferring about the
candidate profiles yielded no additional benefits related to decision quality (i.e. hiring the right person).
Thus we can accept Hypothesis 1b with a caveat: maximizing dyads failed to achieve significantly better
decision outcomes to compensate for the additional, time-related costs they incurred.
4.5. Principal Components Analysis
The self-reported Post-Experimental Questionnaire (PEQ) fulfilled measures of sampling
adequacy (KMO = 0.795, Bartlett‘s p < 0.0001). This allowed us to perform a principal components
analysis (see Appendix 13). An orthogonal rotation produced an eight-component solution, on the basis of
having eigenvalues above 1.0. To form our components, we accepted factor loadings exceeding 0.4.
The first component included eight items that measured positive affect experienced by individuals
post-decision. Two items were reverse coded to represent positive emotions (―I wish I could change our
final decision‖ and ―I regret our final decision‖). The Cronbach‘s alpha for this component was 0.913 (see
Appendix 14). By deleting two items from this component, we were able to achieve a higher Cronbach‘s
alpha of 0.918 and 0.915 (―I did my best with this decision-making task‖ and ―I felt comfortable voicing
my opinions to my teammate‖, respectively). The final version of Component 1 consisted of six items
(see Appendix 21). We labeled this component as Positive Post-Decision Emotions.
Open Communication was represented by the second component, which consisted of five items
after the principal components analysis. Kozlowski and Bell (2003) found communication to be an
important, team behavioral process. Not only does it help teams maintain their coordination behaviors, but
open communication also supports task work and teamwork processes (Glickman et al., 1987; Morgan,
Salas, & Glickman, 1993; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). In this component, two items were reverse coded to
reflect positive communication dynamics (―My teammate was overbearing during the discussion, which
11

made me feel overpowered‖ and ―I suspect that my teammate hid certain information from me‖). The
Cronbach‘s alpha for this component was 0.831 (see Appendix 15), which could be increased to 0.854 if
one item was deleted (―I felt committed to our team and wanted us to reach the best decision‖). The final
version of Component 2 consisted of four items, which capture transparent communication and active
listening in the team setting—both critical to information sharing in a hidden profile experiment (see
Appendix 21).
The third component reflected participants‘ satisfaction towards their team experience as well as
their willingness to remain on the team in the future (e.g. ―If given the opportunity, I would want to work
with my teammate in the future‖ and ―I enjoyed working with my teammate‖). This component scored a
Cronbach‘s alpha of 0.835 and retained all four of its original items (see Appendices 16 and 21). We
defined Component 3 to represent Team Satisfaction and Viability, which are two important factors of
team effectiveness.
The fourth component consisted of five items and one reverse-coded question, which reflect
aspects of team cohesion including cooperation, collaboration, and trust. Although the literature presents
multiple definitions of it, team cohesion generally describes the mutual attraction of members to the group
as well as commitment towards the team‘s task (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; Festinger, 1950; Evans &
Jarvis, 1980; Goodman, Ravlin, & Schminke, 1987). An underlying dimension of team cohesion is
interpersonal cohesiveness, which enables teams to exhibit better coordination and communication skills
(Evans & Jarvis, 1980). Researchers have found cooperation to be an important behavioral process linked
to team performance, and trust between members helps to manage team conflict (Kozlowski & Bell,
2003; Simons & Peterson, 2000; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). Thus, we labeled this component as Team
Cohesion, with a Cronbach‘s alpha of 0.825 (see Appendix 17). Deleting one item from this component
achieved a higher Cronbach‘s alpha of 0.836 (―There was a lot of disagreement between my teammate
and me during our discussion‖). Five items were included in the final version of Component 4, including
―My teammate was very cooperative during the exercise‖ and ―I believe my teammate trusted my
judgment‖ (see Appendix 21).
Components 5 to 7 had Cronbach‘s alphas lower than 0.70 (α = 0.489, α = 0.293, α = 0.168,
respectively), and only one item loaded onto Component 8 (see Appendices 18 - 20). Thus, these
components were dropped in further analysis.
4.6. Team Composition and Final Components
Our principal components analysis yielded four components: Positive Post-Decision Emotions,
Open Communication, Team Satisfaction and Viability, as well as Team Cohesion. The first component
reflects the differences in affect experienced by maximizers and satisficers after the decision-making
process. The second and fourth components describe constructs of emergent, behavioral team processes
(Kowlowski & Ilgen, 2006). The third component captures two criteria of team effectiveness.
In order to produce an aggregate composite score for each component, we averaged the ratings of
its individual items for each participant. To determine whether any of these components differed
significantly based on team composition, we ran independent samples t-tests using each component‘s
composite scores as the dependent variable and team composition as the predictor. We also conducted this
analysis using the individual PEQ items unbundled from their components.
The first component, describing positive affect experienced post-decision, yielded a higher mean
score for satisficing dyads (SS = 6.172 vs. MM = 6.108). This result, however, was insignificant (p =
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0.736, see Appendix 22a). Furthermore, when tested individually, none of the six items belonging to
Component 1 yielded significantly different means for maximizing versus satisficing dyads (see
Appendix 22b). Most notably, the two items directly measuring satisfaction levels related to the decision
outcome failed to produce significantly higher means for satisficing teams (―I feel happy about our final
decision‖ and ―I feel satisfied about our final decision‖, with p = 0.559 and p = 0.230 respectively).
Similarly, maximizing dyads did not exhibit greater levels of regret as predicted. Two items in this
component directly reflected regret about the decision outcome (―I regret our final decision‖ and ―I wish I
could change our final decision‖). However, these two items also produced statistically insignificant
results (p = 0.952 and p = 0.935, respectively). This allows us to reject both parts of Hypothesis 3.
On average, satisficing dyads scored higher on the second component of Open Communication
(SS = 6.227 vs. MM = 6.037). This result was insignificant at the aggregate component level (p = 0.323,
see Appendix 23a). When the four individual items of Component 2 were tested, satisficing dyads
appeared to be better communicators and more open about sharing their information during the team
discussion. However, these results were not statistically significant at the 95% confidence interval, with pvalues ranging from 0.209 to 0.708 (see Appendix 23b).
The third component described Team Satisfaction and Viability, which are two elements of team
effectiveness that we are interested in. Maximizing dyads scored higher on this component (MM = 5.596
vs. SS = 5.516), but this result was statistically insignificant (p = 0.685, see Appendix 24a). The t-tests
using this component‘s individual PEQ items also failed to produce statistically significant results (see
Appendix 24b). Two items directly measured team satisfaction (―I enjoyed working with my teammate‖
and ―I would speak positively about this team experience to my friends‖). However, satisficing dyads did
not score significantly higher on either question (p = 0.486 and p = 0.502, respectively). The remaining
two items of Component 3 measured team viability (―If given the opportunity, I would want to work with
my teammate in the future‖ and ―If given the opportunity, I think that my teammate would want to work
with me again in the future‖). We did not observe statistically significant results (p = 0.752 and p = 0.737,
respectively). Therefore, we can reject Hypotheses 4 and 5.
Satisficing dyads scored slightly higher on the last component of Team Cohesion (SS = 6.206 vs.
MM = 6.000). At the aggregate level, this was statistically insignificant (p = 0.106, see Appendix 25a).
One of the individual PEQ items belonging to Component 4 produced significantly different means for
maximizing and satisficing dyads (―I trusted my teammate‘s judgment‖, see Appendix 25b). Members of
satisficing dyads self-reported feeling greater trust in their partners than maximizing individuals (SS =
6.190 vs. MM = 5.820, with p = 0.046). Other individual items did not produce significant results.
Earlier in this section, we used Component 3 (Team Satisfaction and Viability) to reject
Hypothesis 5, which predicts that satisficing dyads will derive greater satisfaction from their team
experience. In light of this result, however, we should consider the validity of Hypothesis 5 more
carefully. Simons and Peterson (2000) proposed that team trust plays a critical role as a conflictmanagement tool used in teams. Therefore, we postulate that higher levels of trust in satisficing dyads
may result in decreased team conflict and more positive team dynamics, compared to maximizing dyads.
Although there are conflicting theories in the literature regarding its benefits and disadvantages, team
conflict has been found to undermine team-member satisfaction and impede performance (Lau &
Murnighan, 1998). Additionally, high conflict exhibited in teams ―indicates variance among members that
may create negative affect‖ (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). Thus, we propose the following: because
satisficing dyads show greater levels of team trust, they exhibit decreased team conflict, which could
indirectly boost team-member satisfaction. However, further research and analyses are needed to validate
this hypothesis.
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5. DISCUSSION

The existing literature has been focused on studying maximizing-satisficing behaviors at the
individual level, as a decision-making orientation. Our study extends this to the team level in an effort to
understand how these cognitive processes fit within group decision-making processes and dynamics.
Overall, the formation of teams on the basis of decision-making styles does not impact our criteria of team
effectiveness: decision quality, team satisfaction, and future viability.
We did not observe a significant relationship between team composition and the quality of hiring
decisions made by dyads. At the individual level, the literature presents conflicting views on whether a
maximizing or satisficing orientation produces objectively better decision outcomes (Iyengar et al., 2006;
cf. Parker et al., 2007; Bruine de Bruin et al., 2007). Parker et al. (2007) found that maximizing
individuals were more vulnerable to using maladaptive decision-making processes, which includes
decision avoidance in order to search for more options. We observed decision avoidance insofar that
maximizing dyads required significantly more time to reach unanimous hiring decisions. However, this
extra time spent did not produce more accurate hiring decisions, suggesting that maximizing teams
engage in more decision avoidance at no additional benefit.
Maximizing individuals are more likely to succumb to escalation of commitment. Our findings
failed to corroborate this at the team (dyad) level, since the relationship between team composition and
openness towards decision change was not statistically significant. That is, maximizing members did not
appear to be significantly more committed, or ―stuck‖, to their individual hiring decisions. A possible
explanation is that the task of hiring a job candidate did not adequately represent an investment decision
in which sunk costs were perceived to be substantial. Additionally, the social and psychological
determinants of this decision-making task were perhaps not conducive to motivating the escalation of
commitment.
Schwartz et al. (2002) made one of the most fascinating findings in the maximizing-satisficing
literature. Satisficers are more likely to experience higher levels of satisfaction, happiness, and selfesteem after making a decision, whereas maximizing individuals are more prone to feeling regret. These
differences in affect determined by one‘s decision-making tendencies failed to translate to the team level.
Satisficing dyads did not report significantly higher levels of satisfaction regarding their decision
outcomes. Similarly, we did not observe maximizing dyads to feel more regret collectively post-decision.
Furthermore, satisficing dyads failed to demonstrate greater levels of team satisfaction, team commitment,
and future viability.
We are cognizant of the limitations of our study‘s design. Dyads were only required to discuss the
Insight case for a minimum of 7 minutes. On average, teams spent 7.82 minutes on the decision-making
process. This, coupled with the fact that dyads were immediately disbanded once a team decision had
been made, suggests that participants did not spend enough time within their dyads. Team processes
require time to develop and unfold (McGrath, 1991). For example, affective bonds between team
members and towards the collective group form over time (Hackman, 1976; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006).
After the decision-making process, participants returned to their own workstations to complete the PostExperimental Questionnaire. Deprived of time, the emotional contagion process could not take place
within these dyads. The positive affect experienced by satisficing individuals and the negative emotions
felt by maximizers therefore remained relegated to the individual level. This may explain why satisficing
dyads did not feel more team satisfaction or commitment. Constrained by the study‘s design, participants
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may not have had adequate time to form dyads that demonstrated the necessary team processes. In other
words, subjects simply did not spend enough time on their teams. Future iterations of this study should
consider allocating different lengths of time to the decision-making process. At different levels, time may
serve as a moderating process in the relationship between team composition and decision quality.
This study was also limited by its small sample size (N = 132). Overall, the sample skewed
towards an innate tendency to maximize, which may have adversely influenced the behaviors of those
primed for satisficing roles. Ideally, dyads would be formed on the basis of intrinsic decision-making
styles, instead of relying on a priming exercise. However, this would be logistically more difficult to
implement. Furthermore, team effectiveness is an ―emergent result‖ that develops across levels, from
individual to dyadic to team (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). We chose dyads for their simplicity. To fully
observe and understand how maximizing-satisficing behaviors impact team processes and influence team
effectiveness, larger sized teams should be used.
Future research efforts are needed to develop the literature on maximizing and satisficing
decision-making processes in a team setting. Although our preliminary findings suggest that maximizingsatisficing effects at the individual level fail to translate to the dyad level, this study is only an initial foray
and should be improved upon. Additionally, it may be a worthwhile endeavor to explore the effects of
satisficing on team conflict and trust. While we focused on a very limited definition of team effectiveness,
there are a plethora of highly nuanced and complex team processes that may be worth studying with
respect to decision-making styles. For example, Marks et al. (2001) describe the following constructs as
emergent measures of important team processes: team cohesion, group potency, team affect, and team
conflict. The literature is abundant with studies examining the relationship between such processes and
team performance, but the role of decision-making tendencies at the team level is presently unknown.
Behavioral economists and organizational psychologists have largely established maximizingsatisficing as an individual, psychological trait. However, as organizations and companies increasingly
structure jobs in terms of teams and work groups, it becomes ever more important to situate this critical
facet of decision-making behavior within the context of teams.
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6. APPENDIX

Appendix 1. Contingency Table and Chi-Square Analysis
Variables: Decision Quality vs. Team Composition (all)
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Appendix 2. Contingency Table and Chi-Square Analysis
Variables: Decision Quality vs. Team Composition (filtered)
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Appendix 3. Maximization Scale Means
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Appendix 4. Moderated Binary Logistic Regression
Dependent Variable: Decision Quality
Covariates: Team Composition (all), Schwartz Maximization Scores (standardized), Interaction terms
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Appendix 5. Moderated Binary Logistic Regression
Dependent Variable: Decision Quality
Covariates: Team Composition (filtered), Schwartz Maximization Scores (standardized), Interaction terms
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Appendix 6. Contingency Table and Chi-Square Analysis
Variables: Net Decision Change vs. Team Composition (filtered)
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Appendix 7. Contingency Table and Chi-Square Analysis
Variables: Positive Decision Change vs. Team Composition (filtered)
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Appendix 8. Binary Logistic Regression
Dependent Variable: Positive Decision Change
Covariates: Team Composition (filtered)
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32
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Appendix 9. Independent Samples t-test
Independent Variable: Team Composition (filtered)
Dependent Variable: Time
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Appendix 10. Bivariate Correlation (Point Bi-Serial)
Variables: Time, Team Composition (filtered)
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Appendix 11. Binary Logistic Regression
Dependent Variable: Decision Quality
Covariate: Time
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Appendix 12. Binary Logistic Regression
Dependent Variable: Decision Quality
Covariates: Team Composition (filtered), Time, Interaction (Team Composition x Time)
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Appendix 13. Principal Components Analysis
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Appendix 14. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 1
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Appendix 15. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 2
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Appendix 16. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 3
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Appendix 17. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 4
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Appendix 18. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 5
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Appendix 19. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 6
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Appendix 20. Cronbach’s Alpha for Component 7
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Appendix 21. Final Components & Individual PEQ Items
Component 1: Positive Post-Decision Emotions
Q4. I feel confident in our decision outcome.
Q24. I feel happy about our final decision.
Q25. I feel satisfied about our final decision.
Q26. I am proud of our final decision.
Q27. I regret our final decision.
Q29. I wish I could change our final decision.
Component 2: Open Communication
Q13. I suspect that my teammate hid certain information from me.
Q14. My teammate was very open and collaborative throughout the discussion.
Q16. My teammate was overbearing during the discussion, which made me feel overpowered.
Q17. My teammate was a good listener during the discussion.
Component 3: Team Satisfaction and Viability
Q18. I enjoyed working with my teammate.
Q21. I would speak positively about this team experience to my friends.
Q22. If given the opportunity, I would want to work with my teammate in the future.
Q23. If given the opportunity, I think that my teammate would want to work with me again in the future.
Component 4: Team Cohesion
Q7. My teammate was very cooperative during the exercise.
Q8. I was very cooperative during the exercise.
Q9. I trusted my teammate‘s judgment.
Q10. I believe my teammate trusted my judgment
Q15. I was very open and collaborative throughout the discussion.
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Appendix 22a. Independent Samples t-test
Dependent Variable: Component 1 (aggregate: average score across all included items)
Independent Variable: Team Composition (filtered)
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Appendix 22b. Independent Samples t-test
Dependent Variable: Component 1 (individual items)
Independent Variable: Team Composition (filtered)
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Appendix 23a. Independent Samples t-test
Dependent Variable: Component 2 (aggregate: average score across all included items)
Independent Variable: Team Composition (filtered)
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Appendix 23b. Independent Samples t-test
Dependent Variable: Component 2 (individual items)
Independent Variable: Team Composition (filtered)
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Appendix 24a. Independent Samples t-test
Dependent Variable: Component 3 (aggregate: average score across all included items)
Independent Variable: Team Composition (filtered)
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Appendix 24b. Independent Samples t-test
Dependent Variable: Component 3 (individual items)
Independent Variable: Team Composition (filtered)

60

Appendix 25a. Independent Samples t-test
Dependent Variable: Component 4 (aggregate: average score across all included items)
Independent Variable: Team Composition (filtered)

61

Appendix 25b. Independent Samples t-test
Dependent Variable: Component 4 (individual items)
Independent Variable: Team Composition (filtered)
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